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As part of a national study of the. R&D capacity of schools, .colleges,
and departments of'education (SCDEs), we undertook to derive indices of pro-
duCtLVLty for such units on six variables: (1) the number of artlcles cre- -

Abdrted to’ faculty members in educatron over a;three -year period in. Lwenty-

N

six Journals selected as core or near-core publrcatLons, (2) Lhe number .
. of documents deposrted in the Resources in EducatLon (RIE) portion of ERIC

“~_ over.a two-year period; (3) the number of bOOka in education revrewed in

-

the 25 journals already mentloned (4) the number ‘of papers read at the>
R natLonal conventLons of Six professronal societies .in education over a

threé year perrod (5) the number and dollar amounts of-foundation grants
. k] .
o _

" for educational R&D over a three-year period; and.(6) the number and dollar
‘ e _ ) .

v’- /

anount of government brants and contracts for educatlonal R&D for a 21-month

i ‘ \

--perrodm These data Were tallred for as many of the l 367 SCDEs as made con-~

)

-trlbutlons and/or receLved grants and conLracts.

- . \'

It was our hope to usc these several indices to derive an overall

"irnchator of R&D produchvrty for each LnstLtutLon. When the data were

oL

flnally accumulated however, we were overcome by the magnitude of the task,
speCLally srnce there appeared to be very wide variation among the several
'/ ' ‘ typcs of- institutions which we had deaned priori. Finally; almost in

desperaLLon, we determined to attempt the formulatlon of a- seLLes of rules,

heigy

ach oE whrch would successrvely eleLnate ‘some portion-of the: populatLon

A
P

'from further conslderaLLon/as an . R&D producer. For this purpose we de not

'utlllze book and convenL{on data however, since very often we had been un-
. / . . .
3;‘ L able to dctermrne dcpaercntal affrlla/ron for authors. : .
! c / B ;
" We began with,a/simple”rule/that would eliminate institutional non-
A 4 | Y _

~ producers, "viz.: C
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1. Non-producers aresSCDEs -which accumulate no credits in’
.any of the four criterion areas. -

To our surprise, this rﬁle eliminated from further consideration
773 of the SCDEs in the population-+56.5 per cent of the total of 1,367.
~More than half of all ‘SCDEs were not found to make any contribution what-

ever!
Next, we tried to eliminate those institutions in which it was clear.’
that the contribution must have resulted from the idiosyncratic, unsupported

 efforts of a singie'faculty member--what' we have come to call an idiographic’
- D R ’/ N N - - . . . )
. / .
. / . o . .
contribution.. How could ome state a rule that would unequivocally guarantee

that no &ﬁre;éhan one person could have been involved?
b / . - . L
2. /Low Producers--Idiographic are SCDEs with no grants or
/ contracts for R&D projects and with no more than 1.0 ,
~ credits in either journal publications or RIE. o T
. . /

‘This rule eliminated an additidnél 204 institutions--another 14,9 per
: | . ' : L
cent of the total. - i '
Next, we determéned to state a rule which would separate out institu-
! . ‘ L

. tions - in which R&D production was probably still the idiographic-result o

: one;han's efforts, ‘but fin which some iﬁstitutional*interest in-or sanction -
for such activity was indicated. The rule: K
i . . 5

/" . .

/ 3. Low‘Producers;-Mihimal are SCDEs yith a single grant or

i f ‘contract for R&D activity.in'which there was no more .

' -_HY'  than 1.0 credit in either jogrﬁél'publications or RIE. /// .
/ - . The productivity in these institutions was still idiographic but i

the presence of a grant-or-cbntraét indicated at least -an institutional

.willingness to have one,membeerE its faculty engage in\R&D.

fhis rule culled.ouﬂbénqthef.35 SCDES<O: 2;56“per cént/of the pbpu-fi, .

v

lation. |
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 to'be in eLther Journais or RIE but not both The ru1e-iS' -

N A I : ' o | R
//\\\"_:--///;\\\\\‘\gnf;//’///// I . : A, -

)

; P S .
‘anally, in dealing with low producing institutions, we devised a

rule that would permlt more than one faculey member to be anolved buL whlch

~Would still Lndrcate a level of productrvrtv thch we felt that most obser-'

- vers would classrfy unambrguously as low. Instltutlohs were admltted to this

category whether or. not they\had a grant or contract (they never had mere

— .

than one) so long as they accumulated a multlple entry--greater than 1.0--

/ EI

{in eLther-Journals or RIE. To insure that the category dld Cindeed rcPresent

N k

a low producrng type, however,'lt was strpulated that the multrple entry had

4. . Low ProduCers--Occasronal are SCDEs with zero or one. grant
'+ or contract for R&D activity in which the credits for
“either journals or RIE was zero and the credits in the
- other category de not exceed 3.0,

.
7

This Trule excluded another 94 institutions--6L9'per.cent of the to--

tal. . - ' } ’
LR Y . N : ‘l

.

: The categories‘ln the system soyfar rangﬂd from no evidence of R&D

yLeld to ai. SCDE with one grant or contract for R&D actlety ‘and 3. O credits
in either: Journals or RIE. We hesltated to go above tth level in descrlb-

ing low Lnstltutlonal product1v1t] since the danger arises of: penalLZLHg

_smallerlnstltutrons srmplybecause they have few faculty membérs in Lhe SCDE.
At thlS level of productrvrty, however, we felt that most/observers would

-agree that these SCDEs were contrrbutlng lLttle in-the R&D arena in education.

v s

The ‘rules were hav1ng a remarkable - effect on the populatlon of 1,367 SCDEs, '
howevcr, 1, 106 had already beén classrfred by applylng Just these Eour rules.
We then turned our attention'to the-other_end of"the.continuum. Who,

ve asked, are the high producers7 Again, it seemed useful to drstrngursh

. among levels of thh product1v1ty "At'the'hrghest-level ‘we felt should be'

O
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placed those lnstLtutlons that demonstrate persrstent lnvolvement in R&D
project actLvrty As-a matter of fact the repeated selechon of an insti-
tution to carry Out projects under Brants- or contracts. is at least a norma-
trve qualLty Lndex applied by Judges in the field of. education, i.e., the

s -offlcrals boards, panels, etec., of the granting institution. The level of

document submission to RIE, we felt, should be hrgh and the’ Lnstrtutlon

fLeld—-the Journal estors and referees.v Thus the followrng rule evolved -

5. High Producers—-R&D Centers are SCDTs with five ‘or more R
- 8rants or contracts for R&D activity. Lotalrng fundLng . C
of $750,000 o more; or with multiple grants or. contracts K
' for R&D activity plus fifty or more credits in the 26" B
"core" Journals- in education; or multiple grants or con- . . |
Lracts with “35. or more crests in journals- plus 25 or
-more credits in RIE. DL

In sharp contrast to the fLrst low-producer rule which enabled 773 o

.LnstrtutLons ‘to’be meedrately classrfred thrs high- producer rule anluded

%

only 24 LnstrtutLons—-l 8 per cent of the total—~desp1tc its modest requrre-‘

ments,

B . . o
A second group was_identified as outstanding producers In examining

“

the profrle ‘of producL\vrty 1t was apparent that there was- a group of LnstLtu-f

- tions. which ‘was persistent in accumulating credits across the measures or

to R&D seemed undenlable , The rule -governing this caLegory is:

6. High’ Producers-~0ther Outstandlng Producgg_ are SCDLs >
“with multlple (more than one) grants or contracts for
R&D oroductrvrty totallng funds of $250,000 or more;
or 25 journal credits in the- "eore!' journals;. or l7 )
Or more:- journal credits plus 12.5 or more credits in,
- RIE.

s

EI{I(?Q:T . F-:Flrsz’: ;}.%’v; .-_V,‘; 4 g S
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This rule enabled the. classification of another 36" institutions--

2.6 per cént of the total. S ) Lo _;T‘r ' ' T

‘A final group of hlgh proiucers\was deflned thch whlle ethbLthg

multlple CerLtS, usually also exhlblted low proJuctrery per faculty mem-

ber;i The rule is: Lo T "A, .

— J.A—ngh Producers--R&D Actlves are SCDEs with mulLLple grants
-
: or contracts for R&D activity. toLalrng $100,000 or more;
or 15 or-more credits -in- ”core” Journals,'or 10" or more
crests in JOdrnals plus 7 5 or ‘more RIL crests.,

This rule classtLed an addrtLonal 39 LnstLtutLons--Z 8 per cent T T

of the total e _

Throughout<the first seven categories an effort was made to aVOLd
; " the questlon of SCDE size in relatron to R&D yLeld.f The target of our study

'was the "’ SCDE ‘as an Lnstrtutlon, not “the faculty mcmber .as an LndLVLdual

- . [

HThe 1ow prolucers are so low that most observers would prooably be content
'.to\lgnore the size of “the LnStLtUtLOH as a SLgnrchant varrablell'At the

‘other.extreme cate ories six- and ‘seven are so actLve that it seems reason-
: NT ’

e

able to ClaSSLLy them as thh producers even if’ they have large facultles.A s

;" However there were SOme LnStltUt]OHS wrth unusual yLeld profrles in WhLCh

. ' 'small size obvrously affected Lhe LnstLtutLons Aabilities to break into'f“

.the high producer category So as not. o’ 1ose srght of these SCDhs a cate-'

.gory of unusual producers was’ formed The_rule was . as follows:\

; 3 No. P S i

8. 'Unusual Producers“are SCDEs:in categorles with small med-
~ian faculty size in-which-'the level of R&D activity in _ .

.the criterion areas -was so high that ‘the: LHSL]LUELOHS ST
would have-been qualified under rules five,-si%; br scven

T S : above with the application- of a size correctlon of\crrca
- P 50 per- cent of a true size correctlon or an SCDE in.a- : o
as o category with typlcally low R&D actLVLty which ‘was gro— R

R ' ;ducrng at a rate several thes that of the category o :

wo . N . .

e oy
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Unfortunately, only 26 lnStltutLOHS or 1.9 per cent ‘were helped by

this defrnltlon. : o . o

Ll

The remaining SCDEs were classified ‘as.middle rcnge producers. The
lével of R&D actrv1ty necessary to qualrfy for thrs category is quite low.
desprte that tLtle. In an absolute sense many observers would probably be

more comfortable in classrfyrng these SCDEs as low producers, but in a
relative sense these SCDEs are very competitive. The rule:

- <

9. Middle Range Producers are SCDEs not covered by any of
erght rules enumerated previously.

Some 136 SCDEs-~lO 0 per cent of the total~—were assrgnedfby this
rule,

'l~4. r

7

The general results of this mode of classrflcatron of the RS&D pro-
ductrvrty of "SCDEs Ln shown- in the handout Table 1. The categorros deaned
‘ﬁby the nLne rules which have been descrrbed form the bas1s for the columns

"of the table the rows are deaned in terms of an a Errorr classrchatLon

system based upon the degree level (doctors, ‘masters, baccalaureate) and the
- control (publrc, prrvate) of the. Lnstrtutrons. Several summary observations . ™

-may be _made -from .this’ table
- : : a Y o
‘1, Only 24 institutions qualrly as R&D Centers; all are doctoral
L level Lnstrtutrons. - .
i, Inset tutional commitment to educatlonal R&D is veFy much a . :
“doctoral level phenomenon. Whilé 58,9 .per cent of doctoral
, - institutions are classified in one or another of the high
- o producer or unusual producer categories, but 6.0 per. cent
’ of the masters institutions and 0.7 per cent of the bacca~. '
. laureate Lnstitutron are so classified. Conversely, only
’ 1.3 per cent of ‘doctora? institutions are classified as
° -° "non-producefs, but 40,7 per cent. of- the masters institutions
1' -and 77.8 per cent, of the baccalaureate Lnstltutrons are sos, = - -
classrfred " . ~ - - )

— - . . . . . .o Tl o

ERI
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3. TFor all practical purpouses, the number of institutions serious-
ly committed to R&D is limited to the 125 institutions, whatever
their degrée level may be, that fall into the high producer or
unusual producer categories. R

~4. . The 26 institutions classified into the unusual producer cate-
gory fall at all degree levels, indicating that there are  proto-
types at all such levels of R&D committed institutions which
might serve as useful models for other institutions in their

= 5] o

categories with R&D aspirations.

. 5. The total number of institutions engaged in educational R&D
activity is small. ‘The bottom end of the middle range pro-
ducer category is already beyond the 80th percentile; . the
total of R&D Centers, Other Outstanding Producers, and R&D

Actives accounts for léss than 7.5 per cent of the total.

Whetﬁcr or not the'depiction of educationul R&D activity within

b " . -

SCDEs that ié-bortrayéd in Table 1 is seen in a positiVe or negative light

.depends largély on the expectations one hasffdr such activity in all types
h . 1_‘) -. N , ) - )
of SCDEs. 1If R&D activity is believed to be normative for SCDEs, the picture
of Table 1 appears.rather dismal. ore thaqlfour'in_five SCDEs are nearly,

)
\Y

uninvolved in R&D. = Given the low level of the criteria posed for institdgions

- 3

: : o ~ - !
to be classified in-at least the middle range producer catﬁgbry{ one might

‘have expected a larger proportion ‘to have accumulated at least some credits.

Two grants (even of a few hundred dollars each), two journal credits, a com-

'bination.qf one journal credit and one RIEfcredit;,oF a total 6f1four RIE
’;re&fﬁéigéréfsﬁfficieqt to qlassifyvan institutipn as middle range. :Surely
'oné canhot.be enthusiastic about such low level performance, |
‘But thé'data alsé make”it rather clear tﬁdt mést insﬁitutions'dd not

'.sckhdwlédéc educational R&D am;ng{thcif missions, and do little if aﬁything
to_subboft spch.activityqiﬁstiﬁﬁpioﬁallyf* If we may qcc%ptlfhe 125 ‘institu-

'fions in,the‘high.or unusual'prother'categories as rebresenting‘0ur best

. ) : . ' . -‘ . . "_.. o Q‘

.estimate of institutional involvemenht, we, begid to see a picture among SCDEs -
c k] . - " " . .

not substanfially différent fromfthgt.in.other prdfeésionhl“éreas. 'It séems.

L . ‘ B ) . ) o ) ) W‘:{m e

ERI
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'likelﬁithat therevare ahout 100~150 good medical dental , legal vetc. schools
in’ the -country that mlght be eXpected to take an active Lnterest in the R&D
characterlstlc of those flelds.‘ It should not surprlse us- to dlSCOVEr Lhat
a srmllar s*tuatlon holds for SCDLs.f Indeed, it is probably a good thing
that there are not_more active competitors for the limited R&D dollars,
staff, and programs than exist w1th1n these 125 lnstltutlons.

One should not leap to the conclus10n that the 125 oCDEs that havel .
'selected R&D as a-m1ss1$n.a1e performing at their optrmum capabllrty, how»r
ever, Among the: select institutions characterlzed Ln this study as R&D
bCenters, for example it requlres two faculty members worklng for a total
of . three years‘to-produce one journal~credit; about four- faculty worklng
for three years o ?roduce one RIE entry; and up to 25 faculty (in the

' publlc lnstltutlons) to. result in one foundatlon grant every three years

or one government grant every 21 months. InstLtutlons that profess to de-

vote substantlal resources “to' R&D aCt1V1ty probably cannot yeL afford to

rest on theLr laurels.

o

A Comparison‘with Some Other Sources

©,

Each. of the product1v1ty StudLES was des1gned to provide data not -

.

only about the yLeld from SCDEs but also about aovar1ety o[ other educa—_ o

tional R&D producers within and outside the Unlverslty setting. Compara-

\

tive data w111 be ‘presented that COntrast SCDEs with - three other maJor

°

' categorres viz.: : v

1. Other Unlve1s1Ly units, 1nclud1ng, Yor example, human devel-
'r'opmcnt psychology, political science, sociology;, ‘and health
_ science departments, non-academic units such as the Presi-
dents Office or *S tudent SerVLces Office; and all oLhers spe— . .
. crflcally reported in the- source documents._ _ . -

2. Domestic, non-~ Unrversrty sources anludLng, for exgﬁple
elemefitary and secondary schools state departmean of edu-

ERIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




o .
ué

‘cation) profit and non- profrt R&D unLts, U.S. Government, bus-
" - iness- and industry, and the 1ike.- ' :

-

3. ALl foreign sources, anluding foreign SCDEs.
In nost instances; it was found that some entries could not uncqur»
vocally be assocrated with a particular department or unrtbrf the author‘
. "represented ER unrversrty. Thrs was especially true of book and conventlon }
.credrts, in thch 1arge numbers of ”UnLversrty Undesrgnatcd“ credrts were

‘aggragated Itwas for .this reason that these t
‘ ) e :
. nection wrth Lnstrtutlonal clarslflcatron as reported above

allies were- not used .in con-~

since it was
< . .
felt thdt serrous errors could be made. For purposes of reporthg class

3data however, it was possrble to apportron ”Unlversrty Undesrgnated” credits

between SCDEs and non- SCDEs by assumrng that they were dLStrLbuted in the.

o same ratLo as were known" credrts, of which there was always an apprecrable'

number usuable as a_base for prOJECtLOn. The data todbe presented have been

adjusted usig this procedure, °
The basrc andLngs are shown in handout Iable e 2. It will be seen

, Lhey hold theLr

gories of institutions.
o]

Jhis conclus1on seems especidlly warranted when one recalls that there are

A only about 125 SCDEs seriously” coantLed to R&D as a mission area.;

’ It .will be seen that SCDEs rate best in the area of jounral publr-,

caLLons~—they accrue over 56 per cent of all- artrcle credrts in the 26°core -

Journals studied, Other unrversrty unLts anludrng all the social science ’

o

departments which are frequently belleved to be sericus competltors for

* SCDEs’ in the educatronal R&D arena, contrrbute less than 8 per cent.

ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric
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10
{ultyfmembers from such other disciplrnes have their own Journals in thCh

to report and. these were not studied; nevelthe]ess the 26 Journals anludEd

tended to be high prestlge publrcatlons in which: persons from other fields

would undoubtedly ba gratlfled to appear. . B . .‘a.

o

»Domestic non—unlverSLty sources _constribute a1most 31 per cent of

i P

. journal articles, whlle forelgn sources account ‘for the romalnder--Just un-

der 5 per cent. _ A . :
. . kS . . - -

The srtuatron w1th respect to RIE 'is 1nterest1ng in that dPSplte
the ease of entry, which most SCDE crrtlcs would take ‘to be a bas1s for

p1ed1ct1ng thh SCDE 1nVolvemcnt SCDEs in fact contribute less than 7 per

centof’entries. By far the 1argest proportron comes from domesth non- UnL-

NG

versity sources, over 68 per cent. OtL\r unlver51ty departments contrlbute Ca

more: to RIE than do SCDEs but they a}so fall short of non~Un1vers1ty sources.
It is clea1 that RIE is the mode of communlcatlon among educatlonal R&D- per-
sonnel not aSSOClatEd wrth Lnstltutlons of higher educatron )

hl [

Among the other indices, SCDEs typlcally prOVlde some 40+ per cent

In all cases the foreign contrlbutlon is small : UanErSlty non-SEDE sources
9

prov1de heavily in the book area while non-University- sources predominate

L0

in conventron papers and foundatron grants, S RS e

il

. Whether this contribution from SCDEs s, seen aslaudable or not de- R,

pends on;one’s'perspective. ConSLderlng the very large number and varrety

of competitive-agencies, Lhelr p°rf01mance of a b1t over 40 _per cent in mosL_

areas and 56 per cent in Journal artlc]es must be considered exceptronal again -
i A

recalllng ‘that. only abouG 125 SCDLs are really 1nvobved ‘ But considering that;

»

what is _as stake is educatlonal R&D an- arena in which almost no other agency

.defines a prime mission fornitsclf, the less than half average seems to be

12

ERIC. i
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. |
remarkably low. When one considers further that the SCDE contrlbutlon is
o .
made by fewer than one out of flve lnStltuthl’lS,_it is clear that there is
a great deal of room for lmprovement
"4
o A,
G
’ . H
- ° N
R ° lC
\
© s 33 a .
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g ‘ v _
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; g
OL
5 .
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TABIE 1

" LEVEL OF R&D PRODUCTIVITY IN SCDES BY INSTITUTIONAL TVYPE

" Level of Productiyiﬁy )

High Producers . < S Low Producers
' ' . auddle” —
Range
Producers

atego : o
G goty | | o : ' : - Non- .
| Qeeasional | Minimal Idiographic| producers '

Producers- | ‘Producers | Producers L

Other ‘ Unusual

Outstanding Aci?gesh | Producerg

| R&D
Centers

Producers
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14 e | L6 | 28 | 285 .| L0, | 695 | e 1oas6 | 19| o6
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i

- . ¢ L Co : ' ' . : B
Irnese 141 institutions, while engaged in education personnel. training, are excluded from their normal . -
categories because of their special purpose nature, ¢.8., seminaries, business schools, art schools, ‘ete, * °
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~ TABIE 2

- IERVIRY OF SCDEs AONG ReD BROpucRs]

Bgon G, Guba
David U, Clark

AERA4T

o Per Cént;Credi;s i‘ Per‘bent Dollars
Source R R ~
S Tonrnals RE foks | Conventions Foundatjons|
| !.. ~ X - " : j !.‘ , . : "‘l’ ' . ! .
SCogs IR I LT Y LN R
_Other‘uﬁiéersify’ IS TR f B e s

. Domestic Nou- UnlverSLty 68.11 42,63

16,78 y

S b g (] 2%

.Forelgn (Incl SCDEs) ’

- Total

100,00 RUIS 99,9

1. 100,00

‘ P
1Flgures entered for SCDEs are adJusted for

'

2SIE data were computed for college/unxverSLty sourcec *ily, |

"UHLVErSltV Undesxgnated” entries,




